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Holocaust Commemoration 


Lessons in Tolerance 

Steven Spielberg’s Schindler’s List 
concludes with a sentimental 
epigraph, labeled as a quotation 
from the Talmud: “Whoever saves 
one life, saves the world 
entire.” This declaration of humane 
universalism is appealing to many, 
and it became part of the publicity 
campaign for the film, but it is not 
genuinely Jewish. As historian Peter 
Novick reports, in his 
informative The Holocaust in 
American Life, “the — traditional 
version, the one taught in all 
Orthodox yeshivot, speaks of 
‘whoever saves one life of Israel.’” 
The traditional Talmudic text thus 
stands in stark contrast to 
Spielberg’s epigraph. To save one 
Jewish life (“one life of Israel”) is to 
save the entire world, because in 
Jehovah’s eyes Jewish lives are 
infinitely precious and non-Jewish 
lives are not. Far from teaching the 
brotherhood of man, the Talmud 


teaches a Jewish supremacy so 
absolute that a single Jewish life is 
deemed as valuable as the totality 
of all other lives. [1] 

The Talmud, Judaism’s most sacred 


document, exists in two major 
recensions. The apparently 
universalist text that Schindler’s 
List quotes appears in the 
Jerusalem Talmud, the strikingly 
ethnocentric text in the 


authoritative Babylonian Talmud. 
The latter, the real Talmud, 
contains the definitive text taught in 
all Orthodox religious schools and 
memorized by generations of 
studious young Jews, but less than 
a moment's reflection will disclose 
the practical impossibility of 
including, in a film addressed to a 
non-Jewish audience, a Talmudic 
aphorism that so markedly 
depreciates non-Jewish lives. 
Spielberg prudently chose instead 
to present Judaism as a universalist 
faith with an extravagant notion of 


the value of each individual life, a 
Semitic brand of Christianity. He 
was not teaching a Jewish moral 
lesson but rather an exaggerated 
piece of Christian humanism, 
Talmudic tribal wisdom turned on 
its head for the educational benefit 
of non-Jews, reflecting their 
religious traditions, not his own. [2] 


The chasm between — genuine 
Talmudic ethnocentrism and 
Spielberg’s bogus Talmudic 
universalism reveals some 


significant issues in the marketing 
of the Jewish Holocaust. In the 
Diaspora, where Jews form small 
minorities among’ their host 
populations, public commemoration 
of Jewish deaths during World War 
II cannot explicitly privilege Jewish 
lives over other lives, however 
much Jewish propagandists wish 
that it could. It must instead teach 
universalist lessons filled with 
attractive humanitarian ideals, 
lessons that offer the promise of 


moral improvement to anyone who 
successfully internalizes them. We 
become better by 
watching Schindler’s List, learning 
the infinite value of all human life 
and the moral obligation to respect 
minority differences, just as we 
become better by visiting Holocaust 
museums, where the same lessons 
are taught. Yet moral improvement 
effected by commemorating Jewish 
deaths is only a more subtle form of 
the same tribal ethnocentrism that 
Spielberg sought to conceal. In 
contemporary America and 
throughout much of the West an 
acknowledged legacy of 
victimization in the past is a source 
of political power in the present, 
and incessant commemoration of 
the Jewish Holocaust is, as Novick 
puts it, the reward for winning a 
“gold medal in the Victimization 
Olympics,” an official recognition of 
preeminent victimhood that makes 
Jews more politically powerful even 
while we and they jointly remember 
their wartime powerlessness. 
Commemorating Jewish weakness 
sixty years ago is tantamount to 
celebrating Jewish strength today. 
Holocaust commemoration tells us, 
moreover, that Jewish deaths in 
World War II were much more 
significant than other deaths, since 
collectively they constitute a unique 
archive of invaluable universal 
truths, although during their lives 
most of the Holocaust’s 
nonsurvivors were themselves 
perfectly indifferent to the universal 
truths that their deaths would later 
be made to teach. The public 
discourse of the Holocaust can 


therefore only’ be _ tortuously 
deceptive, since its underlying 
motive is, as Norman Finkelstein 


argues, “Jewish aggrandizement,” 
while its overt message is human 
brotherhood, a universal truth that 
Judaism, history’s most radically 
ethnocentric religion, has wisely 
never acknowledged. [3] 

“American Jews,” says Rabbi 
Michael Berenbaum, a_ former 
director of the US _ Holocaust 
Memorial Museum -  USHMM, 


“reinforce their commitment to 
pluralism by recalling the atrocities 
that sprang from intolerance.” [4] 
The claim that _ institutionalized 
recollection of German intolerance 
and German atrocities will foster 
American pluralism takes us beyond 
pious sentiments about human 
brotherhood. Speaking in code, a 
code not yet deciphered by most 
Whites, Berenbaum was cautiously 
stating American Jewry’s 
longstanding commitment to racial 
balkanization - “pluralism” 
through multiculturalism and non- 
White immigration, both of which, 
because they’ dissolve — Euro- 
America’s race-cultural 
cohesiveness, are in the perceived 
group interests of American Jewry. 
The Jewish Holocaust serves as 
multiracialism’s reigning mythology. 
Since racial balkanization plainly 
does not benefit the Euro-American 
majority, our evolving multiracial 
anti-nation requires some 
overarching myth that inhibits the 
expression of majority group 
interests. A political regime whose 
survival depends on White passivity 
must discredit White self-assertion, 
and the Holocaust helps achieve 
that objective by teaching Whites to 
fear their own _ interests while 
deferring to the interests of others. 
The Jewish aggrandizement implicit 
in Holocaust commemoration must, 
however, remain concealed beneath 
the opaque language of tolerance, 
since systematic deception is the 
price Jews pay to maintain the 
improbable fiction of their selfless 
commitment to pluralism. 

The glaring flaw in the Holocaust’s 
discourse of tolerance, the point at 
which Jewish self-interest becomes 
most apparent, is Israel, the world’s 
only openly racialist nation, an 
ethnostate dedicated not to 
tolerance and pluralism and 
scrupulous avoidance of atrocities, 
but to the preservation and 
advancement of a single Volk, the 
Jewish people. Israel won its very 
existence — through a violent 
assertion of racial will inconsistent 
with the racial passivity that 


Holocaust lessons mandate. Most 
Israeli towns once had Arab names, 
as Moshe Dayan candidly 
acknowledged. At now Arab- 
rein Samariah, a former Palestinian 
town whose indigenous population 
was expelled during Israel’s War of 
Independence, Jews have brazenly 
erected a Holocaust museum 
dedicated to anti-Nazi ghetto 
fighters, a commemoration of old 
Jewish weakness that sanctifies the 
effects of new Jewish strength. “The 
heart of every authentic response 
to the Holocaust,” writes 
philosopher Emil Fackenheim, ~... is 
a commitment to the autonomy and 
security of the State of 
Israel.” Schindler’s List accordingly 
ends in Jewry’s Mideast refuge from 
European hatred, indicating that all 
the preceding trials and travails of 
the film’s Jewish survivors teach a 
specifically Zionist lesson. In the 
West the lessons of the Jewish 
Holocaust prescribe multiculturalism 
and Third World immigration; for 
Israel, the Jewish state, they 
prescribe the exact opposite, 
teaching the right of Jews to live 
among other Jews within their own 
autonomous nation, protected from 
contaminating pluralism by a Jews- 
only immigration policy. “The 
world,” Alan Dershowitz believes, 
“owes Jews, and the Jewish state, 
which was built on the ashes of the 


Holocaust, a special 
understanding.” [5] Jewish 
nationalism is sanctioned by the 


Holocaust and merits our special 
understanding; other nationalisms, 
especially White nationalisms, are 
morally prohibited. 

Blu Greenberg, wife of Rabbi Irving 
Greenberg, an influential advocate 
of American Holocaust 
commemoration, once believed that 
Jewish wartime suffering should 
remain an internal group memory, 
sacred to Jews alone, but quickly 
changed her opinion after attending 
an interfaith Holocaust service, 
where she found it “moving and 
comforting to see Christians share 
tears with us, acknowledge 
Christian guilt, and commit 


themselves to the security’ of 
Israel.” Christian tears and 
Christian guilt equal Jewish power, 
as Blu Greenberg recognized, yet 
tears of guilt yield more valuable 
political benefits than do mere tears 
of commiseration. Our willingness 
to accept guilt and American 
Jewry’s eagerness to assign it 
jointly form the precondition of all 
the Holocaust’s meanings and the 
glue that holds them together in a 
largely uncontested set of often 
contradictory lessons. The public 
discourse of the Jewish Holocaust is 
incoherent: it speaks in the 
universalist language of tolerance 
and inclusion, while justifying 
Jewish particularism in Israel; it 
claims to find in stories of Jewish 
wartime suffering distinctively 
Jewish humanitarian lessons, 
applicable to everyone everywhere, 
while borrowing them from the 
historical religion of the West; it 
teaches human brotherhood, while 
elevating the suffering of Jews far 
above all other suffering; it 
commemorates Jewish 
powerlessness, while demonstrating 
Jewish power. But beneath all its 
deceptions and contradictions lies 
the message of broad Western 
responsibility for German 
mistreatment of Jews, a_ special 
culpability which Rabbi Eliezer 
Berkovits, a self-styled Holocaust 
theologian, has called “the 
measureless Christian guilt toward 
the Jewish people.” [6] 

Institutionalized Holocaust 
commemoration in the United 
States presupposes that White 
Americans are notably deficient 
in the various moral qualities 
that Holocaust remembering 
purportedly inculcates, whereas 
Jews, owing to their group 
experience of Nazi persecution, 
are the appropriate teachers of 


necessary lessons in_ racial 
tolerance. Those peculiar 
meanings did not, needless to say, 
arise unaided from_ stories’ of 


German atrocities against European 
Jewry. The truth of our collective 
guilt required an aggressive 


reinterpretation of the Second 
World War, an assault on the moral 
legitimacy of the Western nations 
that fought and won it. Through a 
remarkable transformation, the 
Allied victors have become co- 
agents in the crimes and alleged 
crimes of the regime they defeated, 
and the war itself has been 
reimagined as a Judeocentric moral 
test, which all of us conspicuously 
failed. Our measureless — guilt, 
together with the entire edifice of 
Holocaust commemoration erected 
upon it, is a doctrine of moral 
equivalence projected back into the 
past in order to shape the present. 
An Early Holocaust Lesson 

In 1944, as the war in Europe was 
drawing to a- close, Jewish 
playwright Arthur Miller, then in his 
late twenties, sat down to 
write Focus, his first and only novel. 
[7] It would be a critical moral fable 
about his fellow Americans, for 
Miller did not share the heroic self- 


image and _ traditional patriotism 
that characterized most other 
Americans during the war 
years. Focus, published in 1945, 


would be an imaginative elaboration 
of a very simple thesis: being a Jew 
in Roosevelt’s America was like 
being a Jew in Hitler’s Germany. In 
their irrational hatred of the Jewish 
Other, White Americans, the same 
White Americans who were then 
fighting fascism in Europe and the 


Far East, were no different from 
Nazis. 
Lawrence Newman, the _ novel’s 


WASP protagonist, is a corporate 
personnel manager whose quiet 
bourgeois world is permanently 
disrupted after he begins to wear 
eyeglasses, which strangely make 
him look Jewish, a dangerous 
liability in the America of Miller’s 
fertile imagination. Without glasses 
Newman is a gray-flanneled 
Episcopalian, a normal White 
American, despite his ethnically 
ambiguous surname; with glasses 
he is perceived and treated as a 
despised Jew, persecuted and even 
attacked by other normal White 
Americans, all of whom are racist 


and anti-Semitic, as Newman had 
been before he gained his factitious 
Jewishness. The novel’s organizing 
narrative conceit, that eyeglasses 
can turn an anti-Semitic Gentile into 
a Jew, conveys an_ obvious 
Judeocentric meaning: Lawrence 
Newman, in his culpable blindness 
to the intolerance that surrounds 
him, must first be seen as a Jew in 
order to see clearly. Thus in his new 
role as a reluctant Jew, now seeing 
and experiencing the world through 
the Jewish lenses conferred by his 
racial marginalization, Newman 
gradually discovers’ that his 
homogeneous New York 
neighborhood, which had _ once 
seemed a benign social 
environment of communal amity, is 
in reality, beneath its placid 
surface, a seething cauldron of 
xenophobia and hate, at least for 
anyone with the misfortune to be 
different, or in his case merely to 
appear different. “Behind these 
snug, flat-roofed houses,” Newman 
now perceives, “a sharp-tipped and 
murderous monster was_ nightly 
being formed, and its eyes were 
upon him.” 

The novel’s historical context is 
central to its subject. In Focus the 
European war, depicted in our 
propaganda as a titanic struggle of 
good against evil, seems little more 
than a distant contest between two 
rival groups of pogromists, each 
nurturing its own “murderous 
monster” of racial hatred. In Europe 
German Nazis conduct mass 
hangings of Jews, while at home 
angry anti-Semites, organized into 
the Christian Front, part of a large 
network of patriotic organizations 
spread across the country, beat 
Jews and rape Puerto Ricans as 


they await the return of the 
American military, who will then 
assume the lethal role of storm 
troops. in driving Jews’ from 
America, beginning first in New 
York, the center of Jew-hatred. 
White America’s cleansing war 


against Jewry will begin, as an 
activist neighbor informs Newman, 
“when the boys come home,” since 


American combatants in the 
European war are at one with their 
German enemies in their implacable 
anti-Semitism. 

In the political environment we now 
all inhabit, nothing in Focus is 
startling, nothing would be out of 
place in a sensitivity workshop or 
an anti-racialist educational 
exercise. The novel’s vision of a 
virulently racist America would have 
appeared radical in 1945; now it is 
commonplace, especially for young 


Whites immersed in a_ rigorous 
program of multicultural mis- 
education. Miller, alarmed by the 


failure of non-Jews to comprehend 
“the threatening existence of 
Nazism,” and unimpressed by the 
fact that many men of his age 
cohort were then dying in Europe 
fighting Germans, took it upon 
himself to teach an early version of 
what would eventually become the 
most insidious of the Jewish 
Holocaust’s numerous _ lessons, 
namely that pathological - “Nazi” - 


hatreds lurk behind the West’s 
superficially civilized exterior. 
Whereas American wartime 


propaganda had, naturally enough, 
presented NS Germany as _ the 
moral antonym of the United States 
in particular and of the democratic 
West in general, Miller substituted a 
much different contrastive 
structure, placing innocent Jews on 
one side and lethally malevolent 
Whites on the other, with racial 


minorities like Blacks and Puerto 
Ricans in ancillary roles’ as 
occasional victims of White 


intolerance. This structure, which 
Miller may have been the first to 
discover, conflated Germans and 
their enemies in order to Nazify 
White Gentiles as a 
whole. Focus was a thorough 
defamation of Euro-America for its 
endemic anti-Semitism and_ racial 
hatred, the purpose of which was to 
efface any — significant moral 
distinction between ourselves and 
the propaganda image of the Nazi. 


Miller’s nazification required the 
Nazi as the acknowledged 
representation of evil, but his 


concrete targets were White 
Americans, who had not yet seen 
their own visible racial pathologies. 
Gratitude has never been a Jewish 
character trait. “The threatening 
existence of Nazism,” anyone 
unfamiliar with Jewish 
idiosyncrasies might think, should 
have encouraged Arthur Miller to 
reflect upon the very significant 
differences that distinguished 
Hitler’s Germany from Roosevelt’s 
America, and to count his blessings. 
NS Germany, committed to the 
elimination of Jewish influence from 
German society, was a 
systematically anti-Semitic regime; 
the United States was _ not. 
American anti-Semitism, despite 
Miller’s wildly paranoid fears, had 
never become a _ serious political 
force, and any reasonable litany of 
Jewish complaints against Euro- 
Americans would have been brief: 
country clubs that excluded Jews; 
one prominent lynching, of 
convicted child killer Leo Frank; a 
general irritation at Jewish 
vulgarity; a well-justified suspicion 
of Jewish business practices; 
occasional complaints about the 
Jewish affection for Marxism and 
political subversion, also well- 
justified. [8] No pogroms, no 
organized violence, none of the 
systematic anti-Semitism that 
Jewish group behavior has often 


produced. The remarkable ease 
with which organized Jewry 
successfully pilloried Charles 


Lindbergh, over his mild criticism of 
Jewish agitation for American entry 
into the European Civil War, is a 
telling case in point: in a contest 
between the power of the label 
“anti-Semite” and the prestige of 
America’s most admired national 
hero, the national hero came out 
the loser. The United States was, as 
Adolf Hitler observed, the Jews’ 
“new hunting grounds,” a tolerant 
environment surprisingly conducive 
to Jewish interests; but Miller 
refused to acknowledge his good 
fortune, since that would have 
required a tacit compliment for the 


White American nation he _ so 
passionately hated. 
Focus, with its often cartoonish 


didacticism, is no literary landmark. 


It was, however, a_ profoundly 
prophetic novel, and it helpfully 
illustrates how the _ ideological 


destination of the Jewish Holocaust, 
the Judeocentric anti-racialism that 
Holocaust commemoration would 
later teach, was already implicit in 
the ethnic discontents and cultural 
estrangement of American Jewry. 
An imaginative Jew writing before 
the liberation of the German 
concentration camps could arrive at 
Nazifying Holocaust propaganda 
without the Holocaust, which 
suggests that the Holocaust does 
not represent events during the 
Second World War but rather 
reveals Jewish attitudes toward 
their benefactors. The Holocaust, as 
an idea, was latent Jewish racial 
aggression awaiting both a symbol 
and an opportunity to express itself. 
The Nazi Camps 

In April of 1945 Dwight Eisenhower, 
Supreme Allied Commander in 
Western Europe, ordered troops 
under his command to tour Ohrdruf, 
a sub-camp of Buchenwald and the 
first concentration camp on German 
soil to be liberated. He had an 
educational purpose in mind: “We 
are told that the American soldier 
does not know what he is fighting 
for. Now, at least, he will know 
what he_ is __ fighting against.” 
General Eisenhower was not alone 
in believing that the camps lent 
moral clarity to the war in Europe. 
Anti-Nazi propaganda had ascribed 
to Germans a panoply of malevolent 
qualities distinguishing them from 
us: arrogance, cruelty, _ blind 
obedience to criminal orders, 
unprovoked violence against the 
defenseless. 

Like most modern war propaganda, 
it had externalized evil in the 
enemy, thereby bestowing heroic 
goodness on all the enemy’s 
enemies, the Western democracies 
and their gallant Soviet ally. The 
liberated camps, with their legions 
of emaciated corpses and often 


skeletal inmates, were vivid 
confirmation of German darkness 
and Allied light. The Nazi 


concentration camp_ retroactively 
provided, as Novick remarks, “the 
symbol that defined the meaning of 
the war.”[9] American soldiers 
could now see with their own eyes 
solid evidence of the evil they had 
been fighting against. 

Sixty years after the event we now 
generally assume that American 
and British liberators of German 
concentration camps were 
witnesses to the “Holocaust” and 
that the inmates whom they 
liberated were its Jewish 
“survivors.” That assumption, as 
Novick points out, is a mistake, our 
own retrospective interpretation of 
the evidence, a misinterpretation 
shaped by the centrality that the 
Holocaust, a term none of the 
liberators would have understood, 
has acquired in our collective 
consciousness. 

In photographs of camp survivors 
we now see Jews, but in the spring 
of 1945 Allied soldiers did not see 
Jews in the flesh-and-blood inmates 
they liberated. They saw political 
prisoners and resistance fighters, 
“the men of all nations that Hitler’s 
agents had picked out as prime 
opponents of Nazism,” as a reporter 
for Life described the inmates in 
Dachau. 

Most journalistic accounts of the 
liberation of the camps spoke in 
similar language; “Jew” did not 
appear anywhere in Edward R. 
Murrow’s famous radio broadcast 
from Buchenwald. “There was 
nothing,” Novick writes, “about the 
reporting on the liberation of the 
camps that treated Jews as more 
than among the victims of the 
Nazis; nothing that suggested the 
camps were emblematic of anything 
other than Nazi barbarism in 
general; nothing, that is, that 
associated them with what is now 
designated ‘the Holocaust.’’[10] 
The horror camps, as Eisenhower 
called them, were not evidence of 
Nazi “racism” nor were _ their 
inmates “survivors” of a genocidal 


Final Solution against Jews. The 
camps were instead the results of 
Nazi dictatorship, evidence of 
political crimes against anti-Nazis 
that served by contrast to confirm 
Anglo-American traditions of 
political liberty. Godless German 
fascists were visibly capable of such 
crimes against political opponents, 
whereas we, in the democratic 
West, were not. 

In one important respect their 
interpretation then was much closer 
to the truth than ours now: only 
about a fifth of the prisoners 
liberated by Americans were Jews. 
The majority by far were non-Jews, 
some of them real resistance 
fighters, many apolitical criminals, 
many others Communists interned 
for the duration of the war as 
political enemies of the anti-Marxist 
NS Reich. 

Although our eyes have been 
trained to see, in photographs and 
old newsreels of Dachau and 
Buchenwald, Jews’ targeted for 
racial destruction, our eyes deceive. 
Jews formed the majority of 
internees in German concentration 
camps in the East, notably at 
Auschwitz, but not in the camps on 
German soil and thus not in the 
camps that Americans liberated. For 
Americans in 1945, the human face 
of the Nazi concentration camp was 
expressed, for the most part, in 
photographs of European Gentiles, 
not dead Jews. The _ prevailing 
political view of the camps, which 
saw their inmates as brave co- 
belligerents in our crusade against 
Nazi tyranny, was perfectly 
convincing.[11] 


Margaret Bourke-White's famous 
photograph for Life of the liberation of 
Buchenwald: In images of concentration 
camps we now see Jews, but most of 
the men behind the wire were certainly 


White Gentiles, as were a substantial 
majority of the prisoners in the camp. 
This picture has been transformed into 
an iconic image of the Jewish Holocaust, 
and it was presented as such in a 
commemorative postage stamp, but 
camp imagery was perceived much 
differently by the generation that fought 
the war. Bourke-White herself never 
mentioned Jews in her account of 
photographing Buchenwald. If we now 
try to see these men as European 
resistance fighters and political 
dissidents rather than Jewish "Holocaust 
survivors," we can in some measure 
recapture the initial Allied interpretation 
of the nazi concentration camp. A 
German in 1945 would have seen them 
as communists and criminals, with some 
justification. 

It should be superfluous to mention 
that none of the American liberators 
felt culpable, none felt that they 
were somehow complicit in the 
carnage before them, none felt that 
they should shed tears of contrition 
for the victims. 

Some humanitarians warned of 
publicizing photographic evidence of 
Nazi atrocities for fear that it might 
inflame a_ spirit of vengeance 
against prostrate Germany; no one 
worried that Nazi atrocities would 
induce feelings of guilt among the 
victors for having failed to prevent 
them or for having been part of the 
cultural system that perpetrated 
them. 

Our side, the democratic West, had 
just defeatedthem, the fascist 
dictatorships. Dachau and 
Buchenwald _ testified to our 
goodness and their evil. Liberty had 
defeated tyranny. It was a 
polarizing and triumphalist 
interpretation, befitting the victors 
of history’s most destructive 
conflict. 

The world would be a better place 
today if Germany and her allies had 
won the war in Europe; it would be 
an immensely better place if the 
war had never been fought in the 
first place. Yet given the war’s 
unrecoverable finality in 1945, the 
triumphalist victors’ narrative was a 
reasonable interpretation of an 
unnecessary bloodletting, at least if 
you belonged to any of the nations 
that had fought on the winning side 
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of Europe’s Civil War. If you were a 
German, our perception of your evil 
was a terrible libel against you and 
your descendants. 

A war’s losers, however, seldom 
write the history of their defeat. 
History is usually written by the 
victors, and our victors’ history 
served our parochial interests. It 
said something good about 
ourselves, and it dignified the many 
Allied lives that the _ fratricidal 
European war had needlessly cost. 

Broadening Guilt 

Eisenhower, after his visit to 
Ohrdruf, wrote a letter to General 
George Marshall: “The things I saw 
beggar description. . . . The visual 
evidence and the verbal testimony 
of starvation, cruelty and bestiality 
were so overpowering. . . . I made 
the visit deliberately, in order to be 
in a position to give first hand 
evidence of these things if ever, in 
the future, there develops a 
tendency to charge these 
allegations merely to propaganda.” 
Eisenhower’s words are chiseled 
into the stone of the USHMM’s 
exterior wall, providing Gentile 
validation of the Judeocentrism 
enshrined within. The words are 
true — that is, General Eisenhower 
actually wrote them — but they 
have now been appropriated into a 
much different discourse, Jewish 
Holocaust discourse, so that in their 
new context, as part of a 
monument on American soil 
commemorating Jewish wartime 
suffering in Europe, Eisenhower is 
made to speak of the Holocaust, the 
industrially planned extermination 
of six million Jews, a racial rather 
than a_ political crime. The 
difference is substantial, not simply 
a new label attached to old events. 

For the Jewish Holocaust is the 
attenuation and even the 
displacement of the heroic version 
of the Second World War — the 
version that, rightly or not, the 
Allied soldiers who fought and died 
winning it believed — in favor of 
another version, a Jewish version 
that imputes to the victors the 
same sins as the vanquished. 


Whereas the men who liberated the 
camps thought that they had, like 
St. George killing the dragon, 
brought an end to an evil, in the 
Holocaust discourse that would 
emerge twenty years later they had 
merely uncovered their own moral 
failure, whose source still must be 
eradicated. 

European Jews were killed not only 
by Germans but also by “apathy” 
and “silence” in the United States 
and Great Britain, the apathy and 
silence being products of a 
pervasive anti-Semitism that the 
Anglo-American world shared with 
its German enemies. This staple of 
Holocaust discourse, repeated in 
many forms by many _ Jewish 
authors, is a _ transparently ad 
hoc attempt to surmount a large, 
inconvenient obstacle: the Western 
Allies did not themselves _ kill 
European Jews. 

The allegation that Hitler attempted 


genocide, the physical 
extermination of all Jews, might 
have remained politically inert, 
useful for extracting reparations 


from Germany but providing no 
special advantages in the United 
States, unless it could be framed so 
inclusively that our racial 
intolerance, an ocean away from 
Auschwitz, could be numbered 
among its causes. 

Thus in addition to polemical 
studies situating the Holocaust as 
the culmination of a long history of 
European anti-Semitism, there has 
emerged in recent decades a 
growing body of equally polemical 
scholarship, with titles like The Jews 


Were Expendable and The 
Abandonment of the Jews, 
inculpating the Allies, and_ in 


particular the United States, for 
their failure to prevent’ the 
Holocaust. 

With the outbreak of the European 
war, the fate of six million Jews fell 
into the hands of the American 


government, and the American 
government, reflecting the anti- 
alien bigotry of the American 


people, deliberately allowed them to 
die.[12] 


In their failure to rescue Jews, 
USHMM spokesman Helen Fagin 
charged a decade ago, Americans 
were “just as guilty” as Jew-killing 
Germans.[13] 

Fagin was summarizing, more 
bluntly than most official Holocaust 
propagandists, an ideological 
revolution that had transformed the 
German concentration camp from 
specific evidence of Nazi tyranny 
into a symbol of generalized White 
guilt. She was also stating the 
implicit justification for her 
museum. White schoolchildren visit 
the USHMM, along with dozens of 
similar institutions, not to honor 
American wartime heroism or to 
recapture the moral certainty that 
the camps once evoked, but to 
learn the lessons of their ancestral 
culpability, discovering how our old 
selective - “racist” - immigration 
laws and our willful failure to save 
Jews caused the Holocaust, both 
claims being important elements in 
the museum's educational mission. 

Many of the same photographs that 
Americans saw in 1945 are 
reproduced, and the physical form 
of the camps therefore remains 
similar, but their moral content has 
been dramatically altered. We have 
become complicit in the events that 
“Holocaust” designates. 

“If you are brought up a Jew,” the 
anthropologist Ashley Montagu - 
Israel Ehrenberg - once opined, 
“you know that all non-Jews are 
anti-Semitic.”[14] 


Accordingly at the Simon 
Wiesenthal Center’s Museum of 
Tolerance in Los Angeles, which 


teaches “the dynamics of racism 
and prejudice in America and the 
history of the Holocaust,” visitors 
must enter the various educational 
exhibits by passing through a door 
marked “Prejudiced” in red-neon 
lights. 

Although another door is marked 
“Not-Prejudiced,” for those who 
imagine they should be allowed to 
tour the museum without accepting 
racial guilt, that second door cannot 
in fact be opened. It is locked, a 
fraudulent object lesson 


encapsulating the Holocaust’s core 
anti-racialist meaning. 

Our moral deficiencies — our 
“racism” and our “prejudices” — 
are central to the Holocaust’s 
subject matter, and we cannot 


learn tolerance, and _ cannot 
even tour the Tolerance 
Museum, without first 


acknowledging them. 

Since prejudice against others is 
often roughly equivalent to a 
preference for one’s own, Holocaust 
education Nazifies the politically 
dangerous White racial cohesion it 
threatens. “Prejudice,” we must 
learn, is  an_ especially wicked 
condition, and all of us, our Jewish 
instructors excepted, are afflicted 
with it. 

In the Tolerance Museum, run by 
militantly Zionist Orthodox Jews, 
Columbus and the Pilgrim Fathers 
keep company, as examples of 
genocidal intolerance, with Hitler, 
Saddam Hussein and Pol Pot, which 
is a good indication of the scale of 
the museum’s political ambitions. 
Not only our present deficiencies 
but even our pre-national origins 
must be reinterpreted in the 
Holocaust’s massive shadow, our 
old offenses against the canons of 
tolerance serving as harbingers of 


the infinitely greater crime to 
follow. 
Within this Holocaust-centered 


historiography the lives and the 
prejudices of our ancestors become 
prefigurations of Nazi crimes 
against Jews, a model of history 
that can accommodate the 
commemoration of any number of 
crimes against various _ racial 
minorities, provided that the Jewish 
Holocaust remains the ultimate 
crime that all of them 
unambiguously portend, much as 
scriptural antetypes anticipate their 
fulfillment. 

Intolerant Pilgrims killed Pequod 
Indians, a visitor to the Tolerance 
Museum will learn, and intolerant 
Germans would later kill Jews. The 
earlier crime was a portent of the 
definitive crime, since the Holocaust 
is the moral terminus toward which 


all of Western history was directed, 
the defining event which orientates 


everything that preceded it and 
everything that followed. 

The Tolerance Museum — _ its 
Hebrew name is Beit Hashoah, 
House of the Shoah — teaches 
explicit Holocaust lessons that 
derive their power from_ the 


institutionalized elevation of Jewish 
wartime suffering into history’s 
most horrible crime and from the 
concomitant moral obligation, now 
embedded in the — educational 
system, to ensure that it never 
recurs, an obligation that requires 
continual instruction and continual 
self-inspection, as well as a 


systematic re-evaluation of our 
history. 
All of us, Germans and_non- 


Germans alike, must, if we follow 
the advice of the Simon Wiesenthal 
Center, self-police and combat our 
inner Nazi, lest our racial prejudices 
metastasize into another Holocaust. 
The USHMM on the Mall in 
Washington and the Museum of 


Tolerance in Los Angeles, along 
with all the other Holocaust 
memorials that litter the terrain 
between them, are __ physical 


embodiments of American Jewry’s 
reinterpretation of the war, as well 
as public acknowledgments of its 
political triumph. 

The Jewish Holocaust is not a 
collection of German atrocities, real 
and fabricated; it is a_ racially 
aggressive broadening of 
culpability, a Nazification of 
Western civilization relying on the 
normally unstated premise that the 
Allies were “just as guilty” as the 
Germans. 

It domesticates what was formerly 
an alien evil, ascribing to us the 
same pathology that we _ falsely 
ascribed to our enemy sixty years 
ago. The purgative confrontation 
with a criminal past that we once 
imposed on defeated Germans we 
now allow Jews to impose on 
ourselves. 

Shoah and Holocaust 

In its current Judeocentric meaning 
uncapitalized “holocaust” first 


tentatively entered English during 


the 1961 Eichmann trial in 
Jerusalem as a_ translation § of 
Hebrew Shoah - “Disaster, 
Catastrophe”. 

Eichmann was accused of 
organizing this Shoah, the 


extermination of European Jewry, 
and American media coverage of 
the trial used “holocaust” as a 
rough English equivalent, following 
an existing Israeli practice. 

Shoah, as a term designating the 
disaster that had befallen the Jews 
of Europe, had been in currency 
among Palestinian Jews even before 
the war, dating specifically to 1933, 
the year of Hitler’s electoral victory 
in Germany, which was perceived 
as a disaster for Jews; and in 1942 
enterprising Zionists in 
the yishuv had already begun plans 
for a memorial, later to become the 
Yad Vashem Holocaust Museum, to 
commemorate the Shoah, well 
before most of the deaths that the 
memorial would eventually 
memorialize had actually occurred. 
But outside of Israel Jewish deaths 
during World War II could not until 
the Eichmann trial be easily 
differentiated from the more than 
fifty million non-Jews who perished, 
and a “holocaust” remained a 
sacrificial burnt offering in_ its 
original biblical context, and a term 
denoting any destructive 
conflagration in everyday speech. 

In that latter sense “holocaust” had 
been used to describe various acts 
of destruction inflicted on the Allies 
by the Axis, with no implication that 
Jews were notable among the 
victims. Before the dissemination 
throughout the West 
of the Holocaust, an _ exclusively 
Jewish holocaust categorically 
separate from other conflagrations, 
the suffering of European Jewry 


during the Second World War 
lacked a name and a _ distinct 
identity; it was just suffering, 


terminologically indistinguishable 
from other wartime suffering. 

The suffering of an American 
crippled on D-Day and the suffering 
of a Jew starved at Bergen-Belsen 


belonged to the same broad generic 
category of wartime suffering and 
wartime deaths. Both were violence 
inflicted on us by our common Nazi 
enemy during the course of a 
terrible war which we had won.[15] 
The Holocaust, capitalized to 
illuminate its earth-shaking import, 
was the deliberate disaggregation of 
Jewish dead from other Allied dead, 
with Jewish deaths receiving a 
special name and a special moral 
significance, forming a qualitatively 
distinctive wartime event, different 
in kind from all other wartime 
events and unprecedented in_ its 
world-historical implications. 

Hence the need for countless 
memorials to preserve its memory. 
Hence the need for educational 
prophylactic measures to prevent 
its recurrence. 

Hence the _— steadily declining 
significance of the war in which it 
occurred. World War II has now 
become, as Rabbi Berenbaum once 
boasted, a mere “background story” 
to the Jewish Holocaust. 

Yet the Holocaust, as it entered our 
vocabulary and our conceptual 
landscape in the 1960s and 1970s, 
was not simply Jewry’s declaration 
of independence from the Allied 
victors; it also carried a judgment. 
With the arrival of the Holocaust, 
the Nazi concentration camp, which 
had formerly testified to our 
comparative goodness, became the 
visible revelation of the vast moral 
failure of our entire civilization. 

“The guilt of Germany,” Eliezer 
Berkovits proclaimed in 1973, “is 
the guilt of the West. The fall of 
Germany is the fall of the West. Not 
only six million Jews perished in the 
Holocaust. In it Western civilization 
lost its claim to dignity and 
respect. ”[16] 

“The uniqueness of the Holocaust,” 
the Zionist writer Gershon Mamlak 
explains, “was manifested in a dual 
form: the way’ the _ victims 
experienced it, and the way the 
Gentile world performed and/or 
witnessed it.” Mamlak offers a 
succinct statement of some 
important Holocaust dogmas. 


“Uniqueness” is crucial, providing a 
historiographic counterpart to the 
religious doctrine of Jehovah's 
selection of Israel as his preferred 
people. 

Jewish suffering during the Second 
World War was different in kind 
from all other suffering, so unique 
that even comparing the Jewish 
Holocaust to lesser holocausts can 
be considered a form of blasphemy. 
Uniquely evil victimization should of 
course entail the unique evil of a 
specific set of victimizers, but in 
Holocaust discourse the Jewish 
victims of history’s most unique 
crime stand in opposition to the 
whole Gentile world, which is 
conceptualized, in terms of its 
relation to the Holocaust, as a 
single category subsuming 
perpetrators and bystanders, each 
sharing a common guilt. 

“The [non-Jewish] world,” Rabbi 
Shlomo Riskin informed a group of 
Jewish tourists visiting Auschwitz, 
“is divided into two parts: those 
who actively participated with the 
Nazis and those who _ passively 
collaborated with them.” German 
Nazis and their allies murdered 
Jews; the entire Gentile world, 
comprised of active Nazi 
participants and _ their passive 
collaborators, was culpable. 
Judaism’s intense ethnocentrism 
has traditionally divided mankind 
into Jews and the “nations of the 
world,” obliterating the differences 
that distinguish each non-Jewish 
nation from others, the defining 
feature of our various nations 
being, in Jewish eyes, their non- 
Jewishness and hence their inherent 
uncleanness. 

Holocaust discourse replicates that 
ancient division, not only tracing a 
line that divides Jews from 
everyone else but also erecting a 
moral barrier along the line, with all 
of us on the wrong side of it. “Over 
long centuries,” according to Eliezer 
Berkovits, “especially in the 
Western world, the [Gentile] 
nations reacted to the existence of 
the Jewish people with a form of 
sadistic cruelty which to call beastly 


would be an insult to the animal 
world.”[17] 

Jerzy Kosinski’s Painted Bird, 
published in 1965 and set in 
wartime Poland, was among the 
earliest representations of the 
Jewish Holocaust’s revelation of 
ubiquitous Gentile savagery, and it 
should be regarded as Diaspora 
Jewry’s first significant literary 
expression of its emerging 
Holocaust consciousness. Kosinski’s 
imaginative treatment of wartime 
horrors reflected a_ deliberate 
decision, like Miller’s decision 
twenty years earlier, to define, with 
complete indifference to actual 
history, the generic White Other as 
the malevolent source of Jewish 
suffering, the modern Amalek. 


Kosinski - Lewinkopf - and_ his 
family were, as a matter of 
biographical fact, protected by 


Polish peasants during the brutal 
German occupation, but he 
nevertheless chose, when he came 
to pen his _ fictional Holocaust 
memoirs, to Nazify his Catholic 
benefactors, transforming Poles into 
hate-filled pogromists who subject 
the novel’s six-year-old protagonist 
to a series of fanciful sadistic 
cruelties, none of which ever 
occurred. 

Kosinski’s real-world experience in 
occupied Poland, a life of 
comparative comfort among the 
Poles he would later vilify, should 
have led him to endorse the victors’ 
interpretation of the war: on one 
side evil Germans, on the other us, 
the evil Germans’ enemies, in this 
case Poles and Jews. Nothing in 
that structure detracted from the 
uniqueness of the Jewish Holocaust; 
nothing in it would have limited 
Kosinski’s artistic license. 

He was free to invent as many 
grotesque atrocities as his muse 
could inspire, so long as_ he 
attributed them to Germans, not 
Poles. Yet Kosinski chose instead, in 
a conscious act of racial aggression, 
to Nazify the war’s first anti-Nazis, 
at the price of radically distorting 
his own experience.[18] 


One purpose of the Eichmann trial 
had been, as Israeli Prime Minister 
David Ben-Gurion announced, to 
make the nations of the world feel 
ashamed. The trial was an exercise 
in mild Nazification designed to 
suggest Allied co-responsibility for 
the Shoah while advertising the 


new Israeli refuge from 
eliminationist anti-Semitism abroad. 
[19] 

Zionist instrumentalizing of Nazi 


persecution sought to encourage 
those Jews who only admired Israel 
from afar to enact Zionism, to 
dissolve the Diaspora by taking up 
residence in the Jewish state. Israel 
was an_- unassimilable people 
compelled for centuries to dwell 
apart as powerless exiles inside 
unappreciative nations; with the 
rebirth of territorial Israel Jews 
could return to their homeland, 
where they once again possessed 
the sovereign power to protect their 
apartness from its enemies. 

Kosinski’s fabricated account of the 


nightmarish wanderings of an 
innocent refugee, threatened by 
Germans and tortured by 


psychopathic Poles, was 
ideologically congruent with Zionist 
political assumptions, which 
themselves expressed a common 
belief in the omnipresence of 
irrational Jew-hatred. 

But Zionism has always’ been 
halfway between a delusion and a 
lie: it is based on a sincere faith in 
Gentile malevolence, yet a faith not 
quite sincere enough to impel its 
adherents to remove themselves 
from the physical threat that 
Gentile malevolence theoretically 
poses. Kosinski himself left Poland 
for the United States in 1957, 
exchanging one exile - ga/ut - for 
another, unwilling to avail himself 
of the refuge from further torments 
that reborn Israel offered. 

Zionism proposed a resolution of 
the Jewish problem, which it frankly 
acknowledged, through the 
normalization of Jews within their 
own nation state. But when the 
Jewish ethnostate was finally 
achieved, most Jews felt no 
inclination, as Hitler had predicted 


in Mein Kampf, to — ingather 
themselves en masse in Palestine, 
however much they cultivated a 
plaintive yearning to do so. 

The central Zionist message that 
motivated Israel’s publicizing of the 
Shoah was irrelevant, almost a 
rebuke, to any Jew who chose to 
continue his now voluntary exile 
among the goyim, and the Shoah, 
as it incrementally took shape on 
American soil as the Holocaust, 
acquired a different purpose, at 
odds with the intentions of its 
Israeli promoters. 

The Jewish problem, our perception 
of an alien race-nation existing 
within Western nations, could only 
be interpreted by immobile 
Diaspora Jewry as a symptom of 
the White problem — “racism,” our 
desire to preserve our race-cultural 
integrity, a desire that could now be 
defined as a precondition for 
genocide. The resolution of the 
White problem has therefore been 


the principal objective of the 
Holocaust, which became an 
integral part of a campaign to 


eliminate the Jewish problem by 
declaring any perception of its 
existence pathological.[20] 

The Holocaust was absorbed into 
anti-racism, instrumentalized as its 
foremost political weapon for 
combating Eurocentrism and White 
racial cohesion. Sadistic Nazi 
cruelties, far from demonstrating 
the need to end Jewish dispersion, 
instead supplied a new moral 
pretext for fragmenting Western 
nations in order to normalize Jewish 
self-selected otherness as_ one 
otherness in a_ sea _ of racial 
diversity. Contemporary Holocaust 
commemoration is in that respect a 
repudiation of Zionism, since it 
assumes the permanence of Jewish 
exile: Jews build Holocaust 
museums in the United States 
because they have no intention of 
leaving. 

Collective Memory 
Diaspora Jews today remember 
their Holocaust and have convinced 
us that we should remember it as 
well, but in the years immediately 


after the war, when memory should 
have been most acute, they rarely 
spoke about Nazi persecution and 
apparently forgot the indignities of 
European Jewry’s wartime 
internment. Holocaust forgetting 
preceded Holocaust remembering. 
The extermination of European 
Jews, the sociologist Nathan Glazer 
reported in 1957, “had remarkably 
slight effects on the inner life of 
American Jewry."[21] 

For about two decades after the 
liberation of the camps wartime 
suffering played an insignificant role 
in Jewish group thinking in the 
West, and the victors’ interpretation 
of the war remained stable, largely 
unchallenged by the Jewish 
revisionism that would eventually 
dethrone it. In recent years various 
explanations for this phenomenon 
of Holocaust forgetting have been 
put forward, the most common 
being the psychoanalytic view that 
memories of attempted Nazi 
genocide were far too painful to 
contemplate and were therefore 
repressed, just as survivors of child 
molestation are presumed to 
repress memories of their abuse. 
Whatever the reason, the fact 
remains, a fact conceded by 
everyone who __ has _ seriously 
examined the subject, that 
American Jews in the 1950s and 
early 1960s did not consider Nazi 
persecution a central part of their 
group heritage. The Holocaust did 
not then exist as a_ discrete 
historical event and as a source of 
anti-racialist lessons, because Jews 
had not yet remembered it. 

No new discoveries of old Nazi evil 
prompted the collective decision of 
American Jews to_ shape their 
recovered memory of the camps 
into an indictment of the nations 
that liberated them. 

On the contrary: the _ Allies 
themselves were willing to believe, 
in the aftermath of the war, that 
Nazis made lampshades from 
human skin, turned Jewish fat into 
soap, electrocuted Jews on 
conveyor belts, cultivated cabbages 
with Jewish fertilizer, and burned 


Jews alive in gas ovens. The Allies 
were willing, in other words, to 
attribute a much more lurid evil to 
their defeated German enemy than 
does contemporary Holocaust 
discourse, at least in its more 
scholarly forms. Yet postwar belief 
in unique, truly spectacular Nazi evil 
did not generate the Jewish 
Holocaust. 

The old heroic, pre-Holocaust view 
of World War II was valuable for 
Jews, and they had no legitimate 
reason to object to its particular set 
of lessons. In the post-war years 
anti-Semitism was driven safely to 
the periphery of American society. 
In a 1946 poll eighteen percent of 
Gentiles identified Jews as “a threat 
to America,” which was myopically 
charitable; by 1954 the number had 
plummeted to one percent. 
Anti-Semitism, through its 
association with the defeated Nazi 
enemy, had been delegitimized. 
“The fifteen or twenty years after 
the war,” Novick writes, “saw the 


repudiation of anti-Semitic 
discourse and its virtual 
disappearance from _ the _ public 
realm.” 

In the wake of NS Germany’s defeat 
America became, in 


pronouncements by public figures, a 
“Judeo-Christian nation,” since a 
national definition that failed to 
include our small Jewish minority 
implied Nazi-like cultural 
homogeneity; in 1945 Bess 
Myerson became the first Jewish 
Miss America, breaking an_ old 
pageant rule that excluded non- 
Whites; in 1947 Hollywood’s first 
treatment of anti-Semitism 
appeared, the overtly 
didactic Gentleman’s Agreement, 
which Darryl Zanuck, the only 
major White film executive, 
campaigned hard to bring to the 
screen; and by the late 1950s the 
hagiographic treatments of Anne 
Frank — featuring (as _ novelist 
Cynthia Ozick has angrily 
complained) a deracinated, “all- 
American” Anne — had propelled 
her Diary into the canonical status it 
still enjoys today.[22] 


Jews, in short, were mainstream in 
postwar America, and anti- 
Semitism was not. The Holocaust 
was belatedly recollected in the 
near absence of the force its 
lessons were ostensibly intended to 
combat. 

Post-war Holocaust forgetting is 
analytically significant. It allows us 
to see clearly that the Jewish 
Holocaust, regardless of the truth or 
falsity of its various factual claims, 
is an ideological construction 
dependent for its existence not on 
historical events in Europe but on 


contemporary political forces in 
America. 

A recovered memory that steadily 
grows more vivid and more 


impassioned as it becomes more 
distant is obviously much different 
from normal recollection. The idea 
of the Holocaust, apart from the 
facts and fictions that provide its 
raw material, has little to do with 
history, nor was it, as we have 
seen, an inevitable interpretation of 
the camps. The source of the 
Holocaust as an idea is located not 
in German concentration camps but 
in events within the United States in 
the 1960s, when American Jews 
first began, during the era of civil 
rights and counterculture, to vocally 
recollect memories of Nazi 
persecution in Europe. 

Jewish wartime suffering became 
the Holocaust, a discrete event to 
which uniqueness could be ascribed 
and for which Western civilization 
could be held responsible, at the 
very historical moment when racial 
victimization in the past began to 


confer political power in the 
present. 

The victors’ interpretation of the 
war had provided important 
advantages in the 1950s, 


immunizing Jews from criticism and 
mainstreaming them within Euro- 
America; it provided fewer 
advantages in the 1960s, when a 
legacy of victimization became a 
moral bludgeon with which to extort 
political privileges from an 
increasingly besieged Euro- 
American majority. The Holocaust 


was the Jewish brand of anti-White 
identity politics, an aggressive 
declaration of a distinctive Jewish 
identity based on our collective guilt 
for their unique suffering. The old 
view of the war had externalized 
evil in the Nazi enemy; the 
Holocaust turned Jews into victims 
of unprecedented White violence, 
making the West itself the evil’s 
source and rewarding Jews with 
their own special form of negritude. 
To number yourself among the 
wretched of the earth was a source 
of political power during the Black 
civil rights revolution, and it would 
be an even greater source of power 
in the decades that followed. 

Jews had played an instrumental 
role in fomenting the revolution, 
providing as much as three quarters 
of the funding for civil rights 
organizations, and by tactically 
remembering the Holocaust they 
enlisted themselves among the 
minority groups eligible to profit 
from racial claims, while relieving 
themselves of membership, largely 
nominal in any case, in the White 
oppressor race, against which the 
revolution was and still is directed. 
Through the Holocaust the most 
successful ethnic group in American 
history not only joined the various 
aggrieved minorities staking out 
racial claims against White America, 
but also pushed itself to the front of 
the line.[23] 

Jewish identity politics is, however, 
more than simple political 
calculation. There can be no doubt 
that the Holocaust is now genuinely 
central to Jewish group 
consciousness, as poll after poll 
reveals. “It’s a sad fact,” says 
Samuel Belzberg, a major financial 
supporter of the Tolerance Museum, 
“that Israel and Jewish education 
and all the other familiar buzzwords 
no longer seem to rally Jews behind 
the community. 

The Holocaust, though, works every 
time.” Most Jews believe their own 
propaganda and they are often 
profoundly affected by it. “The 
Holocaust,” the ADL’s Abraham 
Foxman foolishly wrote in 1994, “. . 
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is not simply one example of 
genocide but a nearly successful 
attempt on the life of God’s chosen 
children and, thus, on God himself.” 


[24] 
Since such breathtaking 
ethnocentrism endangers the 


necessary public fiction of the 
Holocaust’s broad humanitarian 
meanings, it is safe to conclude that 
Foxman, the head of an activist 
Jewish organization teaching racial 
equality and human _ brotherhood, 
was allowing his real emotions to 
overcome his political judgment, an 
indication of an authentic 
psychological investment in 
unpluralist Holocaust lessons. 

Peter Novick describes American 
Jewry’s undeniable absorption in 
the Holocaust as a_ collective 
memory, a group perception of the 
past distinct from objective 
historical knowledge. A _ collective 
memory is formed in response to 
contemporary political and _ social 
needs, and it makes the implicit 
claim that the past, rather than 
being separated from us by the 
unbridgeable differences between 
now and then, remains a present 
reality expressing enduring truths 
about a group and its place in the 
world. 

A collective memory “suffuse[s] 
group consciousness,” representing 
a group’s identity both for itself and 
for others through a_ morally 
simplified construction that strips 
away distracting details and 
ambiguities in order to align history 
with contemporary group concerns. 
The Holocaust, according to Novick, 
is a Jewish collective memory, a 
reshaping of the past brought into 
present consciousness as a 
collective social mechanism for 
defining group identity.[25] 

Put simply, the Jewish 
Holocaust is a racially _ self- 
interested belief about the past 
that tells Jews something about 
us and something about 
themselves that most deeply 
believe to be true. 

The Holocaust martyrology that we 
experience aS propaganda, and 
must analyze as such, Jews have 


internalized as the central 
component of their racial identity. 
Neal Sher, former nazi-hunter for 
the Office of Special Investigations, 
believes that “every Jew alive today 
is a Holocaust survivor,” and each 
year on Yom Hashoah “Shoah 
Day” - Jewish students wear yellow 
stars to demonstrate their 
survivorship, a statement of racial 
identity that distinguishes them 
from us. 

A group identity modeled on the 
Holocaust survivor sanctions Jewish 
racial hostility by denying Jewish 
loyalty to anyone but themselves. 
The resistance fighter, celebrated in 
the old victors’ narrative, was an 
active figure participating in a pan- 
European struggle of free men 
against fascist tyranny; the 
Holocaust survivor, Elie Wiesel 
being the most prominent example, 
is a passive object of cataclysmic 
violence at the hands of European 
civilization, a tragic victim whose 
unique experience of the literal hell 
that once took shape on earth 
makes him the bearer of ahistorical 
lessons about man’s __ perennial 
inhumanity to Jews. 

The Holocaust survivor, abandoned 
to his fate and filled with a direct 
knowledge of metaphysical evil 
imparted by his incomparable 
suffering, stands as an indictment 
not only of Western civilization but 
often of a cruelly _ indifferent 
universe as well, and he_ has 
become the preeminent expression 
of Jewish collective memory, 
personifying a covertly belligerent 
restatement of Jewish apartness. 
Never, unfortunately, have Jews 
been more openly welcomed by the 
Euro-American mainstream, yet 
never has their self-representation 
been more closely bound up in an 
embittered recollection of racial 
victimization. “The world wants to 
wipe out the Jews,” Cynthia Ozick 
once claimed, “. . . the world has 
always wanted to wipe out the 
Jews.”[26] 

Collective memory is a_ useful 
metaphor from = a_= racialist 
perspective, since it highlights 


the real strangeness of 
American Holocaustomania, a 
guilt-ridden obsession’ with 
Jewish deaths that has gripped 
most of the Western world as 
well. 

If the Holocaust is, as Novick 
argues, the Jewish collective 
memory of World War II, then 
we who are not Jews are in 
effect thinking about our past 
with someone else’s memory, 
seeing both the past and its 
implications for the _ present 
through Jewish eyes rather than 
through our own. 

The Holocaust did not begin as our 
collective memory of the war. We 
have not shaped and_ simplified 
history into the Holocaust; Jews 
have, and their memory has 
become ours. Thus we now think 
we see Jewish Holocaust survivors, 
rather than anti-Nazi dissidents and 
European resistance fighters, in 
photographs of Buchenwald and 
Dachau, our old political 
interpretation of the camps having 
been displaced and forgotten. 

And thus, much more importantly, 
we now think we were responsible 
for the Holocaust and have allowed 
Jews to erect permanent 
monuments wherein, under their 


direction, the guilt many of us 
readily acknowledge is_ publicly 
commemorated. 

There can be no mystery how the 
Jewish Holocaust became our 
collective memory, the 
retrospective propaganda with 


which we also envision the Second 
World War. 

Our Holocaust memory is the 
result of Jewish power, 
especially media power. In the 
Jewish-owned New York Times, 
as Finkelstein notes, the only 
subject that receives more 
coverage than the Holocaust is 
the weather. 

Jews have dominated Hollywood 


from its inception, and by the 
1960s, the decade of the 
Holocaust’s invention, they were 


substantially overrepresented in all 
the various professions — that 
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disseminate culture. Jews, that is, 
create many of the thoughts with 
which we think. Jews also control 
the American mass media, and 
have done so for at least forty 
years, so they wield the crucial 
propaganda instruments, enabled 
by low levels of anti-Semitism, that 
can transform their thoughts into 
our public opinion. 
In 1965 they could turn Kosinski’s 
Nazification of the Poles into an 
instant classic; in 1945 they did not 
yet possess either the power or the 
confidence to so elevate 
Miller’s Focus. On this general issue 
of Jewish power Novick is frank: 
“We [Jews] are not only ‘the people 
of the book,’ but the people of the 
Hollywood film and the television 
miniseries, of the magazine article 
and the newspaper column, of the 
comic book and the academic 
symposium. 
When a high level of concern with 
the Holocaust became widespread 
in American Jewry, it was, given the 
important role that Jews play in 
American media and_ opinion- 
making elites, not only natural, but 
virtually inevitable that it would 
spread through the culture at 
large.”[27] 

A Fragile Victory 
The Holocaust must be numbered 
among Jewry’s most impressive 
victories in their new hunting 
grounds, second only to the 1965 
liberalization of immigration law, 
which opened American borders to 
the Third World. 
There are now Holocaust memorials 
in most major American cities, as 
there are in almost all Western 
capitals, and we are in the midst of 
a deluge of Holocaust remembering 
in films and books and on television 
that shows no signs of subsiding. 
There are numerous’ Holocaust 
Studies programs in universities, 
staffed by professional 
Holocaustologists who owe. their 
livelihoods to the further 
propagation of Holocaust lore, and 
Holocaust education flourishes in 
the public schools, drawing us ever 
closer to the full integration of anti- 


racialist Holocaust instruction into 
school systems across the country, 
the stated ambition the President’s 
Holocaust Commission, the 
USHMM’'s forerunner. 

All these various forms of Holocaust 
commemoration teach political 
lessons that Jews want us to learn. 

A well-indoctrinated Euro-American 
who has internalized the lessons of 
the Jewish Holocaust will not object 
to non-European immigration into 
the United States; a Jew who has 
internalized the same _ shared 
collective memory will acquire a 
more emotional commitment to his 
racially exclusive Heimat in 
Palestine. 

Therein lies, of course, the danger 
of thinking with someone else’s 
thoughts. Holocaust commem- 
oration racializes Jews and 
deracializes Whites; it strengthens 
them and weakens us. 

But we can question whether this 
victory will persist. Holocaust 
memory, because it took shape in 
the virtual absence’ of anti- 
Semitism, projects deep Jewish 
hostility that otherwise would have 
remained better concealed. It is 
compelled, by both the _ political 
purposes and the group psychology 
that brought it into existence, to 
disparage non-Jews: the world 
owes Jews only if the world as a 
whole is guilty of grievous offenses 
against Jews. 

A view of history that of necessity 
says something good about Jews 
but bad about almost everyone else 
is inherently fragile and liable to 
provoke resentment. Henry 
Kissinger opposed the construction 
of the USHMM, fearing that 
aggressive Holocaust 
commemoration would provoke 
anti-Semitism, and he might have 
been correct. 

The victors’ narrative — exiled 
Germany from civilized humanity 
while celebrating the heroics of 
White  fratricide; the Holocaust 
Nazifies any assertion of White 
national consciousness, even in 
nations with distinguished anti-Nazi 
credentials, thus constructing and 


potentially unifying its own 
opposition. National patriotism and 
belief in the Jewish narrative of 
horrific persecution are increasingly 
incompatible, and the descendants 
of both the winners and the losers 
of the Second World War have a 
common interest in repudiating the 
old mythology of Nazi evil, since it 
has become an ideological weapon 
against all of us, providing anti- 
national justification for a host of 
globalist policies ranging from Third 
World immigration to NATO's 
“humanitarian bombing” of the now 
Nazified Serbs, whose’ wartime 


heroism we once rightly applauded. 


Nazi-like Oppression [sic. -ed.AI] in 
the Occupied West Bank 

The Holocaust also suffers from 

dangerous’ contradictions. Jews 

have the power to transform their 

preferred ideas into our _ public 

opinion, but they cannot control the 


direction in which the _ ideas 
subsequently migrate. 

Alongside the hard Holocaust 
lessons of White guilt are the soft 
Holocaust lessons of human 
brotherhood, which are 


indispensable to the Holocaust’s 
marketing strategy in the Diaspora 
as well as formal elements in its 
multicultural agenda. The survival 
of the Jewish ethnostate evidently 
requires daily violation of these 
humanitarian ideals of tolerance 
and racial pacificism, which their 
promoters in the Diaspora never 
had any intention of imposing on 
their far-flung brethren but now 
increasingly find arrayed against 
the only nation for which they feel 
any genuine loyalty. 

Contemporary anti-Zionism is a 
species of anti-racism, and anti- 
racialist Holocaust lessons therefore 
hand anti-Zionism new weapons. 
Palestinian collective memory 
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tactically calls Arab dispossession in 
1948 the Naqba - “Disaster”, a 
name and an idea clearly modeled 
on the Zionist Shoah. The 
competing postcolonial narrative of 
Palestinian racial victimization, with 
its calculated Nazification of Israel’s 
origins, dominated the 2001 UN 
Conference on Racism at Durban, 
where Third World delegates 
relabeled Zionism as racism and 
angrily denounced Israeli genocide. 
For Israel the universalist lessons of 
the Holocaust are poor camouflage, 
only revealing Zionism’s systematic 
rejection of the anti-racialism that 
Jews so aggressively promote 
everywhere else. 

The militant Left in the United 
States and the bulk of liberal 
opinion in Europe have now 
abandoned the Jewish _ state, 
condemning it as a colonialist 


project founded on_ ethnic 
cleansing and _ sustained by 
apartheid. 


In Israel’s ongoing war against 
brown-skinned Arabs there can be 
no doubt which side more closely 
resembles the potent propaganda 
image of the Nazi. Anti-racialist 
ideas that effectively serve Jewish 
interests in the Diaspora become 
toxic when applied to Israel, and no 
number of additional Holocaust 
museums will alter that fact. 
Jewish success in propagating 
such an_ unstable ideological 
construction, thereby provoking 
opposition from nationalists on 
the Right while strengthening 
anti-Zionism on the Left, may 
yet prove a Pyrrhic victory. 
Holocaust commemoration winnows 


out friends until only enemies 
remain, and Jews risk finding 
themselves alone against the world. 
* KK 
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Siedlecka’s revelations is her depiction 
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neighbors’ children — in the safety of his 
house and yard.” 
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327-28. 
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Revised and Definitive Edition, New 
York: Holmes & Meier, 1985, 1044: 
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22. Novick, 113; Cynthia Ozick, “Who 
Owns Anne Frank?” New Yorker, 6 
October 1997. Jewish hostility to the 
popular stage, 1955) and film, 1959, 
adaptations of Anne’s Diary, — both 
written by the White husband-and-wife 
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surrounded by polemical commentary, 
becomes in the process a Holocaust text 
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non-Jew, see Novick, 117-20, and Ian 
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the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Council — 
though he was not, he made clear, 
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speaking for the council. Plans for the 
Washington museum were now being 
developed, he said. ‘How Germany will 
be treated in that museum may well be 
affected by the decision you make 
pertaining to the sale of arms to Saudi 
Arabia.” Bookbinder believed that 
Gentile Holocaust consciousness was 
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Holocaust that fails to acknowledge the 
racial hostility that animates it can be 
taken seriously. Elie Wiesel calls 
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commemoration. The Brooklyn-born Dr. 
Baruch Goldstein, who in 1994 
slaughtered twenty-nine Muslims 
praying in Hebron’s Ibrahimi Mosque, 
often wore a yellow star, marked with 
the German “Jude” - “Jew”, in order to 
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the fact — not less a fact because anti- 
Semites turn it into a grievance — that 
Jews play an important and influential 
role in Hollywood, the _ television 
industry, and the newspaper, magazine, 
and book publishing worlds. Anyone who 
would explain the massive attention the 
Holocaust has received in these media in 
recent years without reference to that 
fact is being naive or disingenuous.” 
http: / /library.flawlesslogic.com/hol 
ocaust.htm 


«and now an example of Judeo-centricism within a global week. The first item is an example of revising history’s 


Communist narrative with a twist: constructing a new dialectic narrative and claiming 


victim status - the 


persecuted Soviet Jews. This in example of the Talmudic-Marxist-Bolshevik revolution devouring its own children 
because the impulse from which the Soviet empire sprang was indeed Jewish thought. 


ADL: Russian treatment of gays ‘similar’ to Soviet treatment of Jews 


(JTA) — The Anti-Defamation 
League called for a new version of 
the Jackson-Vanik amendment to 
pressure Russia to improve its 
treatment of gays. 

Jackson-Vanik was a provision of 
the 1974 Trade Act that denied 
favored status to nations that 
restricted emigration. The 
amendment was used to pressure 
the Soviet Union to loosen its 
restrictive emigration policies. 

“It is obvious that Russia _ is 
oppressing the gay, _ lesbian, 


August 16, 2013 12:31pm 
bisexual and transgender 
community in a manner similar to 
the ways in which the Soviet Union 
once oppressed the Jewish 
community,” ADL National Director 
Abraham Foxman wrote Friday in 
an article in the Huffington Post. 
“We need a new Jackson-Vanik to 
convince Russia that steps 
backward on this issue of basic 
human rights will be met with 
strong repercussions from the 
United States.” 


In June, Russian President Vladimir 
Putin signed new anti-gay 
legislation that prohibits 
“propaganda of nontraditional 
sexual relations amongst minors,” 
including any gay-rights literature; 
banned gay-rights advocacy in 
general; and prohibited gay pride 
events in Moscow for the next 100 
years. 

Protests against the new law have 
met with violent retribution in 
recent months. 
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http://www. jta.org/2013/08/16/default/ 


between-soviet-jews-and-gays-in- 


adl-director-draws-comparison- 


contemporary-russia#ixzz2cCY6ZnXj 


‘Hitler was right,’ reads graffiti at Madrid bullfight 
Event goes ahead as planned, despite offensive message adorning stadium 


a 


By Times of Israel staff August 15, 2013, 11:31 pm 


t 


Graffiti reading ‘Hitler was right' ata bullfighting match in Pinto, Spain. Photo credit: @MARXATTACK2, Twitter 
Many of the 2,500-odd spectators at a bullfighting match in the Madrid suburb of Pinto were shocked Wednesday to 
discover glaring neo-Nazi graffiti spray-painted across the walls of the local arena. 


According to Spanish media reports on 
Thursday, the words “Adolf Hitler was 
right,” accompanied by a large red 
swastika and the Nazi leader’s date of 
birth and death, were plastered across a 
section of the barrier surrounding the 
bullring. Despite the disturbing graffiti, 
the stadium management decided to 
proceed with the fight as _ planned 
because, according to a municipal 
representative, “Thousands of people 


should not have to pay for the misdeeds 
of the few.” 

The arena’s maintenance’ workers 
painted over the graffiti immediately 
after the conclusion of the bullfight. 

The town mayor's office issued a 
condemnation via Twitter, stating its 
“absolute rejection of the graffiti.” A 
large assembly of local residents 
protested outside Town Hall, demanding 


that the perpetrators be brought to 
justice. 

No suspects have been brought in for 
questioning thus far and it is unclear 
who  was_- behind’ the offensive 
defacement of the stadium, police said. 


http://www.timesofisrael.com/hitler- 
was-right-reads-graffiti-at-madrid- 


bullfight/ 


Crucifix defaced with Hebrew graffiti in Ukraine 
Inflammatory message found on depiction of Jesus in Uman, the site of a 
mass annual pilgrimage by Hasidim 


By JTA August 17, 2013, 3:34 am 


A cross near the gravesite of a Jewish sage in Uman, Ukraine, 
was defaced with a Hebrew inscription. 

Hebrew graffiti was discovered Aug. 12 on a cross opposite the 
grave of Rabbi Nachman of Breslov, the 18th century founder 
of the Breslav Hasidic movement, the Ukrainian news site 
allday.in.ua reported 

“To exact vengeance on the gentiles,” reads the message, 
which was scrawled across the torso of a figure of Jesus. A 
further inscription on Jesus’ leg reads, “Stop desecrating the 
name of God.” 

Uman is a major pilgrimage site for followers of Rabbi 
Nachman, whose gravesite is the focal point of an annual Rosh 
Hashanah celebration. Last year, the festivities drew an 
estimated 40,000 Jews. 


The cross was installed over the summer, timed to coincide 
with the 1,025th anniversary of the mass conversion of the 
medieval kingdom of Kievan Rus, the precursor of 
contemporary Russia and Ukraine. 

Tensions between pilgrims and local citizens have risen in 
recent years as the numbers of pilgrims have increased. Last 
year’s Rosh Hashanah celebration was marred by violent riots, 
the Jerusalem Post reported. 

In the wake of the graffiti incident, Jewish leaders in Uman 
have called for the cross’s relocation. 

“We respect other religions, and don’t wish to damage 
symbols of other religions. But, unfortunately, not all of our 
co-religionists understand this. They could break or destroy 
the cross. That would lead to a genuine war between Hasidim 
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and Christians. We cannot allow that, so we request that the 
said Shimon Busquila, 
a representative of the Rabbi Nachman International Fund, 
who was quoted by the Russian news site Korrespondent.ru. 


cross be moved to a different location,” 


ar, 


> 
—— a 


One local who asked not to be identified told Vzglyad, “If they 
touch the cross, we will retaliate on the grave of their 


tzaddik.” 


Sergei Yaremchuk, a member of the local committee of 
nationalist political 


Svoboda, Ukraine’s right-wing, 


.f 
Religious tensions in Uman, Ukraine, have risen following the desecration of a Jesus figure with Hebrew graffiti. 


Alena Vovchenko via JTA 


described the 
hatred.” 


incident as 


Uman’s deputy mayor, Vladimir Vibliy, requested that local 
activists move the cross, according to Ukrainian newspaper 
Vzglyad. But local residents strongly objected. 


“a provocation to incite ethnic 


http://www.timesofisrael.com/crucifix-defaced-with-hebrew- 


graffiti/ 
party, 


Is a free Kurdistan, and a new Israeli ally, upon us? 


As Syria’s Kurds carve out an autonomous region, their brethren 


in Iraq continue to wait for the right moment 
By Lazar Berman August 10, 2013, 8:43 pm 


In late July, the Kurdish Democratic 
Union Party in Syria, also known as the 
PYD, revealed its intention to declare 
some form of self-rule in majority 
Kurdish areas in northeastern Syria. 

PYD leaders clarified it was only for the 
duration of the Syrian civil war, but the 
move was part of a larger pattern in 
which the group has been taking 
advantage of the power vacuum caused 
by the two-year-old conflict to push out 
rival opposition fighters and move closer 
to autonomy. 

The announcement caught the attention 
of neighboring countries, perpetually 
nervous about the prospect of full 
Kurdish independence. “It’s not possible 
to accept any de facto declaration of an 
autonomous entity in Syria,” said 
Turkey’s foreign minister Ahmet 
Davutoglu, “and that could only lead to 
further crisis.” 


Turkey, home to the world’s largest 
Kurdish population and _ skittish about 
any moves that could re-ignite unrest in 
the country, streamed more troops to its 
border with Syria after the PYD 
statement, announcing that it had “a 
parliamentary mandate to intervene in 
the Syrian territories if there is a serious 
risk.” 

While Turkey, Iraq, and other countries 
balk at indications of increased Kurdish 
self-rule, an independent Kurdish state 
in the Middle East would be a gift for 
Israel, many Kurdish and Israeli experts 
believe. 

“Kurds are deeply sympathetic to Israel 
and an independent Kurdistan will be 
beneficial to Israel,” argued Kurdish 
journalist Ayub Nuri in July. “It will 
create a balance of power. Right now, 
Israel is one country against many. But 
with an independent Kurdish state, first 
of all Israel will have a genuine friend in 


the region for the first time, and second, 
Kurdistan will be like a buffer zone in 
the face of the Turkey, Iran and Iraq.” 
The Kurds are the world’s largest 
stateless nation, numbering well over 30 
million spread across Turkey, Iran, 
Syria, and Iraq, according to figures in 
the CIA Factbook, though exact 
population numbers are hard to pin 
down. Iraq’s 6 million Kurds have 
achieved the greatest measure of 
independence; they run the autonomous 
Kurdistan Regional Government, or 
KRG, within the federal Iraqi system 
since 2005 (though de facto autonomy 
began after Saddam’s army was forced 
out of the region during the 1991 Gulf 
War). But despite a booming economy 
and striking freedom of action, the 
Kurdistan Regional Government in Iraq 
still has presented no concrete plans for 
independence. 
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Will it be Syria’s Kurds who lead the way 
toward a Kurdish state? 
Temporary autonomy or preparation 
for a state? 
Syrian Kurds, the largest ethnic minority 
in the country, make up some 9 percent 
of the country’s 23 million people, 
according to US government figures. 
Their loyalties in the conflict are split, 
though Kurds have managed to carve 
out a once unthinkable degree of 
independence in the northeast of the 
country, where they’ constitute a 
majority. They’ve created their own 
police forces, issued their own license 
plates and have thrown off restrictions 
on their language and culture. 
The announcement of autonomy 
followed the capture of the multi-ethnic 
Syrian border town of Ras al Ayn from 
the al-Qaeda-affiliated Al-Nusra Front 
rebels. The Sunni extremist group had 
tried imposing its strict form of Islam on 
the more moderate Kurds. Clashes 
between Kurdish gunmen and Islamists 
belonging to al-Nusra and the Islamic 
State of Iraq and the Levant over the 
past weeks left dozens of gunmen dead 
on both sides. Kurdish commanders 
charged that the mainstream Free 
Syrian Army commanders are also 
sending fighters to join the al-Qaeda- 
linked groups in fighting the Kurds, 
hinting at the possibility of an Arab- 
Kurdish mini-war breaking out in Syria. 
However, it is still unclear if the Syrian 
Kurds declared autonomy with an eye 
toward eventual independence. 
PYD officials tried to play down the 
significance of the declaration. “This is 
not a call for separation,” PYD leader 
Salih Muslim maintained in an interview 
with France 24. “It’s just that for a year 
now we have been on our own in our 
own territories and people have needs, 
they want some kind of administration 
to run their issues, they can’t be left like 
that.” 
According to Kurdistan expert Ofra 
Bengio of Tel Aviv — University, 
independence is not on the Syrian 
Kurds’ agenda any time in the near 


future. “The PYD is not talking about 
independence now and will be reluctant 
to use such terminology in order not to 
antagonize any of the governments or 
the international community,” she said. 
“Autonomy is the safer goal now.” 
“Things may change according to 
changes on the ground,” she added. 
But Syria might be so far gone that the 
Kurds will never agree to rule from 
Damascus, even under a federal system. 
“The idea of independence is also likely, 
because I don’t see the PYD having 
friendly relations with the future 
government in Damascus that is run by 
the current opposition fighters,” said 
Nuri. 
“I think the Syrian Kurds as a people 
have independence as their ultimate 
goal,” he continued, “but at this point it 
is not up to them to decide.” 

Iraqi Kurds bide their time 


Even if the PYD isn’t planning for 
imminent independence, its growing 
autonomy and its influence on the 
Kurdistan Regional Government's 
calculations in Iraq could be an 
important development. The 


autonomous Kurdistan Region in Iraq 
borders Kurdish areas in Syria and the 
two populations’ connections run deep. 
Iraq’s Kurds and their leaders are deeply 
sympathetic to the Syrian Kurds, and 
have been eager to help their brethren 
across the border avoid the political 
mistakes they made, some of which 
resulted in a bloody Kurdish civil war in 
Iraq almost twenty years ago. 

While Syria crumbles, the KRG in Erbil 
continues to help Syrian Kurdish doctors 
and teachers find employment in the 
Kurdistan Region. 

Kurdish students from Syria are allowed 
to enroll in universities in the KR, 
despite the fact that Bashar Assad 
refused to grant them passports. Tens 
of thousands of Syrian Kurds have fled 
to the Iraqi Kurdish city of Duhok since 
the civil war started. 

KRG President Massoud Barzani has also 
served as a mediator between rival 
Syrian Kurdish factions, the PYD and the 


Kurdish National Council, closely allied 
with Barzani’s party in Iraq. Syrian 
fighters have been training in Iraqi 
Kurdistan with Barzani’s blessing. 

Still, the relationship is complex. The 
PYD is very closely affiliated with, and 
often seen as an extension of, the PKK 
(Kurdistan Worker's Party), a militant 
group that until recent peace talks 
fought a long and bloody campaign 
against Turkey. It constitutes the rival 
to Barzani’s KDP for leadership of Kurds 
across the region. The two sides battled 
each other during the Kurdish civil war 
in the 1990s. Earlier this year, the PYD 
arrested 75 members of Syria’s branch 
of the KDP, and Barzani responded by 
closing the border between the Iraqi and 
Syrian Kurdish regions. Recently, the 
PKK has been supporting parties in the 
Kurdistan Region that are critical of 
Barzani’s grip on power. 

The relationship is one of 
interdependence,” explained Bengio. 
“The Syrian Kurds need the KRG as a 
mediator and as strategic depth and the 
KRG needs the Syrian Kurds for its goal 
of turning itself into the national center 
for all Kurds as well as for gaining a 
closer outlet to the sea.” 

Though the KRG sets the agenda for 
Syria’s Kurds, and not vice versa, 
autonomy in Syria may affect the 
calculus in Erbil. 


we 


Kurdish president Massoud Barzani 
speaks during an interview with the 
Associated Press in Salah al-Din 
resort, Irbil north of Baghdad, Iraq, 
April 25, 2012. Photo credit: Khalid 
Mohammed/AP 


http://www.timesofisrael.com/is-a-free- 
kurdistan-and-a-new-israeli-ally-upon- 


us/ 


Top Nazi war criminal dies in Hungary before trial 
Laszlo Csatary dies at 98 two months after Hungarian authorities charged him of 


war crimes for helping to deport Jews to Nazi death camps during WWII 
Associated Press, published: 08.12.13, 10:53 


Laszlo Csatary, a former police officer indicted in June by 
Hungarian authorities for abusing Jews and contributing to 
their deportation to Nazi death camps during World War II, 


has died. He was 9 


His lawyer, Gabor Horvath B., said Csatary died Saturday of 


pneumonia in a Budapest hospital. 


Csatary, who had denied the charges, was sentenced to death 
in absentia in Czechoslovakia in 1948 for similar war crimes. 
After the war, he lived for decades in Canada before leaving in 


1997 after it was discovered that he had lied about his past to 


obtain citizenship. 
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Csatary's case and his whereabouts were revealed in 2012 by 
the Simon Wiesenthal Center, a Jewish organization active in 
hunting down Nazis who have yet to be brought to justice. 

"He is charged with the unlawful execution and torture of 
people, (thus) committing war crimes partly as a perpetrator, 
partly as an accomplice," said Bettina Bagoly, a spokeswoman 


http: 
4416653,00.html 


for the Budapest Chief Prosecutor's Office. She said Csatary's 


case would go to trial within three months. 


In a statement, the prosecutors said Csatary had regularly hit 
Jewish prisoners with a dog-whip in 1944 when he was a 
police commander overseeing a detention camp in Kosice, 
which was then part of Hungary and is now in Slovakia. 
www.ynetnews.com/articles/0,7340,L- 


Melbourne Al-Quds Day features anti-Semitic cartoons 


Melbourne held 
rally this year. 
The short video of the rally and march 
shows about fifty people gathered on 
the steps of the State Library, with 
speakers giving speeches, and 
protestors waving anti-Israel banners. 
The crowd then marched down the 
street. 


its first Al-Quds Day 


© 


Melbourne 


Intemational Qués Day Protest 2013 


In the middle of this two minute video 
of the anti-Israel protest several photos 
and cartoon images have been inserted. 
Some of these images are overtly anti- 
Jewish. 

One image is of a Jewish man, identified 
as such with a kippah (skullcap) and 
Star of David, and with a stereotypical 
huge hooked nose, holding a small and 
limp child in front of him. The Jew is 
poised to take a gigantic and deadly bite 
out of the child. 

Why is an image of a Jew eating a 
gentile child inserted into a video of an 
anti-Israel rally? 

For a thousand years, Christians had 
accused Jews of murdering gentile 
children and draining their blood for use 
in religious rituals or for making matzah 
(Passover bread). This fabrication has 
been used against Jews to vilify and 
demonize them, and to incite the mobs 
to violently attack Jews. 

Another image shows a dead Palestinian 
in loin cloth draped in the arms of a 
sitting woman, with fighter planes 
overhead. The figure is transposed from 
artwork of the dead Jesus in the arms of 


August 9, 2013 by Julie Nathan 
Mary. This image elicits the millennial 
accusation against Jews as “Christ- 
killers”. 


Melbourne 


International Quds Day Protest 2013 


This accusation was used to incite the 
mobs to go out and massacre Jews, 
often whole Jewish communities. This 
image in the video reconstructs the 
accusation and demonizing of the Jewish 
people as being innately murderous and 
absolutely evil, and of the Palestinian 
Arabs as being mild and meek as Jesus, 
and innocent. 

The video was made by Alaa Al, and 
appears in several places. 

The Al-Quds Day committee Australia, 
the organizers of the rally, posted this 
video on their Facebook page, with the 
acknowledgment of its producer, 
through the introduction: “Video made 
by sister Alaa on the first Al-Quds Day 
Protest in Melbourne.” The video was 
also posted on the Al-Quds Day 
Committee’s Melbourne event Facebook 
page by Alaa. It also appears on Alaa’s 
Youtube channel. 

Al-Quds Day was inaugurated by 
Ayatollah Khomeini of Iran in 1979 as a 
call for international protests against 
Israel and to promote the destruction of 
Israel and its replacement with a Muslim 
state. 

This is reinforced by the Al-Quds Day 
Committee Australia in 2012 calling 
“Israel, the enemy of mankind, the 
enemy of humanity...” 

So why the antisemitic images? 
Anti-Zionists deny they are anti-Jewish, 
claiming they are only anti-Israel. They 
often accuse those who accuse them of 


using anti-Jewish stereotypes and 
imagery of using the ‘antisemitism card’ 
as a ploy to stifle and silence criticism of 
Israel. This is aimed at diverting the 
accusations of antisemitism away from 
the anti-Zionists, and of legitimising any 
claims of antisemitism. 

A banner at the Sydney Al-Quds Day 
rally had the words ‘Delete Zionists’. 
This goes beyond calls for the 
destruction of a state. It is a direct call 
to kill people, specifically to murder 
millions of Jews in Israel and around the 
world. 

In Toronto, Canada, a speaker at the Al- 
Quds Day rally called for giving Israeli 
Jews two minutes warning to leave 
Palestine, and then to start shooting any 
Jews they come across. This is another 
direct call and incitement to murder 
Jews, urged at an Al-Quds Day rally. 
The speaker’s words were: 

“We have to give them an ultimatum: 
You have to leave Jerusalem. You have 
to leave Palestine... We say get out or 
you are dead. We give them two 
minutes and then we start shooting. And 
that’s the only way they'll understand.” 
If Al-Quds Day was about protesting 
against the Israeli control of parts of the 
West Bank and Jerusalem, or even of 
Israel’s existence, then why _ the 
antisemitism? 

With all their rhetoric of ‘justice’ and 
‘human rights’ for all oppressed people 
throughout the world, and especially for 
the Palestinian Arabs, how can they 
justify using and promoting racist 
stereotypes and images about one 
segment of humanity, namely Jews, and 
only Jews? How do_ they _ justify 
portraying Jews as innately evil, and as 
the enemy of humanity? 

It appears as though Al-Quds Day is not 
about Palestinian human rights at all, 
but about hatred of Jews. It appears 
that their problem with Israel is that it is 
the state of the Jewish people. 

As Al-Quds Day proponents have a 
vitriolic hatred of Jews they will oppose 
Jews wherever they are, whether in a 
Jewish state or dispersed throughout the 
world. Their focus for now is on where 
Jews are concentrated most - in Israel. 
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To Al-Quds Day supporters, the Jews’ 
greatest crime is not to have re- 
established a state in the ancient 
homeland, but to survive and _ thrive, 
despite or in spite of, whatever hatred, 


demonization, and violence is used 
against the Jewish people. 

Julie Nathan is the Research Officer for 
the Executive Council of Australian 


Jewry 


http: //www.jwire.com.au/news/m 
elbourne-al-quds-day-features-anti- 
semitic-cartoons/36364 


Israeli settlements illegal says Carr 


Australian Foreign Minister Senator 
Bob Carr is reported to have said 


that all Israeli settlements on 
Palestinian land are _ illegal...but 
calls for Israel’s right to exist. 


Foreign Minister Bob Carr 


August 8, 2013 by 
Addressing a crowdgathered outside 
Sydney’s Lakemba mosque at the 
Eid celebration signifying the end of 
Ramadan, Carr said on SBS-TV that 
he was proud of the part Australia 
played in supporting the UN 
initiative to elevate the status of the 
Palestinians adding that all Israeli 
settlements on Palestinian land are 
illegal. 

He added: “I’ve been to Ramallah, 
I've spoken to the Palestinian 
leadership and we _ support their 
aspirations to have a Palestinian 
state in the context of a Middle 
Eastern peace and that means 


respect for the right of Israel to 
exist.” 

Liberal Shadow’ Treasurer Joe 
Hockey told the same crowd that 
his father had been born in 
Palestine and that if the Liberals win 
next month’s election, he may well 
become the first person of Arab 


heritage toattain a _ leadership 
position in an Australian 
government. 


http://www. jwire.com.au/news/isra 
eli-settlements-illegal-says- 


carr/36359 


AIJAC responds to Carr’s settlements remarks 


The Australia/Israel and Jewish 
Affairs Council’s Dr Colin Rubenstein 
has responded to remarks made by 
Foreign Minister Bob Carr declaring 


Israeli settlements “on Palestinian 
land” illegal. 
In a prepared statement Dr 


Rubenstein told J-Wire: “It was 
disappointing to hear the remarks 
made by Foreign Minister Bob Carr 
outside Lakemba Mosque at the 
celebrations to mark Eid al-Fitr on 
Thursday. 

While we commend Senator Carr for 
recognising that Palestinian 
statehood aspirations require 


August 9, 2013 by admin 
‘respect for the right of Israel to 
exist’, it is unfortunate that he did 
not take the opportunity to also 
recognise the need to ensure 
Israel’s security, to call for an end 
to all rocket attacks against Israeli 
civilians and incitement by the 
Palestinian Authority and Hamas 
against the Israeli population, or to 
reiterate Australia’s support for the 
current peace talks between the 
Israelis and the Palestinians. 

His opinion that ‘settlements on 
Palestinian land are illegal under 
international law and should cease’ 
is highly contentious. Any 


implication that the West Bank is 
sovereign Palestinian territory - 
something it has never been - 
prejudges core issues of the peace 
process that must be negotiated. 
We call on the Foreign Minister to 
place realistic and informed support 
for a negotiated two-state peace at 
the centre of Australia’s approach to 
Israeli-Palestinian issues, and _ to 
refrain from one-sided statements 
which prejudge the outcome and 
complicate peace negotiations. “ 
http: //www.jwire.com.au/new 
s/aijac-responds-to-carrs- 
settlements-remarks/36376 


China produces ist 'Jewish' medals 


Ynetnews, Published: 08.08.13, 08:37 


Limited edition series of 


silver, 


gold medals 


That area in Shanghai became a temporary home for an 


commemorates the 70th anniversary of establishment 
of area commonly known as Shanghai Ghetto, which 
became temporary home for some 20,000 Jewish 
refugees who safely escaped from Nazis 

The Shanghai Mint has struck a limited edition series of 
Shanghai Memory silver and gold medals to commemorate the 
70th anniversary of the establishment of the Designated Area 
For Stateless Refugees, commonly known as the Shanghai 
Ghetto or Hongkew Ghetto. 


estimated 20,000 Jewish refugees who safely escaped from 
the Nazi onslaught during the World War II Holocaust. 

"This is the first time any China mint has ever produced 
numismatic items with a theme related to Jewish history," said 
Danny Spungen, president of Why Not Collectibles of 
Lincolnshire, Illinois. 

"The design of the medals is filled with symbolism related to 
the humanitarian efforts by China to offer safe refuge for those 
who fled Europe starting in the 1930s," explained Spungen. He 
has been involved with the planning of the project for the past 
three years after an initial meeting with Shanghai Mint officials 
in December 2010. 
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The medals are composed of 99.9% pure gold or silver and 
have been struck in sizes of one-ounce silver, one-ounce gold 
and five-ounces gold. 


Front of medal symbolically depict Chinese woman 
holding umbrella over young Jewish girl. Photo: Donn 
Pearlman 

Each medal is individually etched with its limited edition 
number. The mintages are only 36 for the five-ounces gold, 
570 for the one-ounce gold and 5,773 for the one-ounce 
silver. In the Jewish calendar, 5773 is the current year. 

Each medal also is accompanied by a Shanghai Mint certificate 
of authenticity written in both Chinese and English. 

The medals were designed by engraver "Rocky" Zhao who has 
created designs for over 40 Chinese commemorative coins and 
medals including the 2008 Beijing Olympics commemorative 
10 Yuan, 2011 gold Panda and next year's 2014 gold Panda. 
One side of the new Shanghai medal depicts a street scene 
with a Chinese lady holding an umbrella over a young girl who 
is holding a toy panda. The other side has a harbor scene with 
the SS Conte Biancamano (one the steamer ships that carried 
refugees from Europe), the Bund business district and the 
words, Shanghai Memory. 

Birds in the sky over the harbor fly in a formation that 
resembles the number, 70, to represent the 70th anniversary 
of the Shanghai Ghetto. 

The little girl, "Sara," represents a young Jewish refugee, the 
panda she holds is a symbol of China and the woman with the 
umbrella is symbolic of China offering kindness in sheltering 
the refugees. 


Back side of medal depicts harbor scene with one of 
ships that carried Jewish refugees to Shanghai with 
Seagulls flying overhead in formation resembling 
number 70. Photo: Donn Pearlman 

A mezuzah, a small parchment with a Biblical passage housed 
in a small case and traditionally placed by Jews on doorposts 
of their homes, can been seen on a doorway to the left of the 
child. The address on a door to the left of the Chinese lady is 
1943, symbolic of the year the District opened to the refugees. 
A small scroll in English and Chinese that accompanies each 
medal has an explanation of some of the symbolism written by 
Xu Xin, a Nanjing University Professor of Jewish Studies. 

The medals and scroll are housed in a wood box with a glass 
top representing the story of Kristallnacht, "The Night of 
Broken Glass," in 1938, that escalated the flight of Jewish 
refugees out of Nazi Germany and Austria as described on an 
accompanying certificate written by the Center of Jewish 
Studies Shanghai. 

The US release of the medals will be in conjunction with the 
American Numismatic Association World's Fair of MoneySM in 
Rosemont, Illinois, August 13-17, 2013. A special dinner event 
that will honor former Shanghai Ghetto residents will be held 
on August 15 during the convention. 


http://www. ynetnews.com/articles/0,7340,L-4411833,00.html 


Auctioned Nazi letter may be a fake 
Document detailing Jewish transports is almost identical 


to another letter used in evidence at the Nuremberg Trials 
August 9, 201 
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Heinrich Himmler, center, reviews troops of the Galician 
SS-Volunteer Infantry Division, June 3, 1944; photo 
credit: AP/ US Holocaust Memorial Museum, courtesy of 
Atlantic Foto Verlag Berlin 


3, 10:41 pm 

JTA - An auction house in Britain is investigating the 
authenticity of a letter billed as sent by a Nazi official 
and detailing Jewish transports during the Holocaust. 
The letter details the transportation of 5,000 Jews daily 
to the Treblinka extermination camp and is to be 
auctioned off on August 21 by Mullock’s, an auctioneer 
in the Birmingham area, The Jewish Chronicle of 
London reported Friday. 

“I shall be investigating this with the vendor and 
making enquiries. We are obviously putting it up for 
auction in good faith,” Mullock’s expert Richard 
Westwood-Brookes said. “If I can’t get to the bottom of 
this we will withdraw it pending further investigations.” 
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Dated 19 July 1942, the letter purportedly was sent by 
German railway boss Dr. Theodor Ganzenmuller to Karl 
Wolff, chief of staff for Heinrich Himmler, a leading 
figure in the Nazi party. 

It was written in response to complaints by Himmler, 
the Final Solution’s architect, that the German railway 
authority was not efficient in transporting Jews to their 
deaths. 

But the document, expected to fetch $930, is an almost 
identical copy of another well-documented letter used 
in evidence at the Nuremberg Trials, which is dated July 
28 1942. 

Ben Barkow, the director of the Wiener Library, one of 
the world’s most extensive archives on the Holocaust, 
told the Chronicle that the Mullock’s letter is troubling 
because its wording and grammar “are riddled with 


“Without a satisfactory account of the history of this 
document since 1945, I believe that few historians 
would feel able to have confidence in its authenticity,” 
Barkow said. 

The letter, according to the Chronicle, will be auctioned 
alongside Adolf Hitler’s personal copy of the German 
version of the “yellow pages” and a wedding-gift edition 
of Mein Kampf, the book written by the German 
dictator. 

Postcards showing photographs of dead Jews _ in 
Auschwitz, taken by a Russian soldier, are among 
dozens of Nazi-related items expected to fetch a total 
of over $124,000. 
http://www.timesofisrael.com/auctioned-nazi- 


letter-may-be-a-fake/ 


mistakes”, 


Hungary agrees to make Auschwitz contribution 


Photo: Hungary agrees to make 
Auschwitz contribution 

At least 1.1 million people - 90 
percent of them Jews - 


16 August 2013 - Last updated 11:43AM 


perished in Auschwitz, the Nazi- 
run death camp in German- 
occupied Poland during World 
War II. While 400,000 of the 
victims were Hungarians, the 
Hungarian government has until 
recently been reluctant to help 
pay for the upkeep needed to 
preserve the former camp. 

But now Hungary says it will 
contribute USD 160,000 to the 
cause. Budapest had previously put 
off promising any aid, citing the 
economic crisis. 

So far, 23 countries have promised 
a combined USD 133 million to the 


Auschwitz-Birkenau Foundation that 
maintains the memorial site. 

Some six million Jews were killed 
during the Holocaust ordered by 


Adolf Hitler. Auschwitz was the 
largest of six Nazi extermination 
camps in occupied Poland. It 


operated from 1940 until Soviet 


liberation in 1945. 


http://www.eju.org/news/europe/h 
ungary-agrees-make-auschwitz- 
contribution 


Merkel: Germany can never be neutral on Israel 
Chancellor cites special relationship and 
enduring security support in wake of Holocaust 


JTA — Germany will never be neutral 
when it comes to Israel, Chancellor 
Angela Merkel told a Jewish newspaper. 
“The heinous crime committed by 
Germany against the Jews, the betrayal 
of all civilized values that was the 
Shoah, will always be present and we 
can shape the future of the resulting 
special relationship between Germany 
and Israel in awareness of that,” Merkel 
said in an interview published in the 
most recent issue of Jewish Voice from 
Germany. 


August 9, 2013, 2:23 pm 

“That means that we'll never be neutral 
and that Israel can be sure of our 
support when it comes to ensuring its 
security,” she said. “That’s why I also 
said that Germany’s support for Israel’s 
security is part of our national ethos, 
our raison d’étre.” 
In the interview Merkel, who is believed 
likely to win her third term as chancellor 
next month, repeated her past criticisms 
of Israel’s settlement policies, but also 
blasted anti-Zionism. 


Germany has for years been Israel’s 
lead advocate in the European Union, 
which is Israel’s largest trade partner. 

In recent weeks, Israel and the 
European Union have tussled over a new 
EU policy of not directing its grants or 
prizes to Israeli enterprises in the West 
Bank, eastern Jerusalem and the Golan 
Heights. 

http: //www.timesofisrael.com/ger 
many-can-never-be-neutral-on- 
israel-merkel-says/ 
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